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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent 6,633,624 to Ito et al in view of pages 1225-1239 of "Boiler Operating 
Engineering Questions and Answers by P. Chattopadhyay, published on 12-28-2000 
and U.S. Patent 3,847,805 to Voedisch. 

With respect to claims 5-8, Ito discloses a method for demineralizing condensate 
in a nuclear power plant (see lines 34-40 of col. 2) by using/method of regenerating (see 
lines 48-55 of col. 6) a mixed bed of a strongly acidic gel-type cation exchange resin 
(see lines 47-52 of col. 2 and lines 24-29 of col. 4) and a strongly basic porous anion 
exchange resin (see lines 22-48 of col. 5), the anion exchange resin having a particle 
size of 500-1 000 micron (see line 31 of col. 5). Ito et al fail to specify the anion 
exchange resin as having a uniform particle size distribution. Chattopadhya discloses 
that ion exchange resins having a uniform particle size, for example, Dowex 550A, have 
superior performance characteristics for demineralizing condensate than resins having 
a Gaussian particle size distribution since they are easier to separate for regeneration, 
impose a lower pressure drop, provide better a filtration function, have better rinse and 
regeneration efficiency, have a higher ion exchange capacity, faster kinetics, and 
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shorter rinse times. It would have been obvious to have modified the demineralizer of Ito 
et al so as to have included a uniform particle size anion exchange resin as suggested 
by Chattapadhyay in order to provide a resin having superior performance 
characteristics. It is noted that Dowex 550A resin only includes 94.5% of the particles as 
having a particle size within the range of +/- 50 micron as opposed to 95% or more 
within +/- 100 micron as claimed, however, further increasing the uniformity of the 
particle size would have been obvious in order to further increase the performance 
characteristics of the resin. Ito et al and Chattapadhyay fail to specify the step of 
transferring a slurry including the resins of the mixed bed between demineralization 
columns and regeneration columns at a decreased slurry concentration. Voedisch 
discloses a method of regenerating a mixed resin including transferring a slurry (e.g., 
through valve 26, see FIGS. 1-2 and from line 63 of col. 4 to line 13 of col. 5) including 
the resins of a mixed bed 12 between demineralization columns 10 and regeneration 
columns at a decreased slurry concentration (e.g., since the resin is sluiced with water 
as explained on lines 2-13 of col. 5). Voedisch suggests that such steps provide for the 
efficient transfer of resin to the regeneration columns. It would have been obvious to 
have modified the combination of Ito et al and Chattopadhyay so as to have included 
the transferring step as suggested by Voedisch in order to provide for the efficient 
transfer of resin to the regeneration columns. 

Claims 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over JP 
2000-046992 to Hagiwara et al in view of Voedisch. 
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With respect to claim 1 , Hagiwara et al disclose that a method for demineralizing 
condensate demineralizer using a mixed bed of strongly acidic gel-type cation exchange 
resin and a strongly porous anion exchange resin having a Gaussian particle size 
distribution is known in the art (see the section "description of the prior art"). The 
disclosed prior art fails to specify the limitations of the anion exchange resin as having a 
uniform particle size with an average particle size of 500-1000 microns and a particle 
size distribution in which 95% or more of resin particles are within the range of the 
average particle size +/- 100 microns. Hagiwara et al teach disclose providing an anion 
exchange resin having a uniform particle size with an average particle size ranging from 
500-700 microns, which overlaps the claimed range of 500-1000 microns, in which 95% 
of the resin particles are within the range of the average particle size +/- 100 microns 
and teach that the uniform particle size anion exchange resin is more effective for 
capturing organic contaminants eluted by the cation exchange resin than an anion 
exchange resin having a Gaussian particle size distribution (see the section "means for 
solving the problem"). It would have been obvious to have modified the prior art mixed 
bed so as to have included the anion exchange resin having a uniform particle size as 
taught by Hagiwara et al in order to facilitate the capture of organic contaminants eluted 
by the cation exchange resin. Hagawara et al fail to specify the steps of regenerating 
the resin including transferring a slurry including the resins of the mixed bed between 
demineralization columns and regeneration columns at a decreased slurry 
concentration. Voedisch discloses a method of regenerating a mixed resin including 
transferring a slurry (e.g., through valve 26, see FIGS. 1 and 2 and from line 63 of col. 4 
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to line 13 of col. 5) including the resins of a mixed bed 12 between demineralization 
columns 10 and regeneration columns at a decreased slurry concentration (e.g., since 
the resin is sluiced with water as explained on lines 2-13 of col. 5). Voedisch suggests 
that such steps provide for the efficient transfer of resin to the regeneration columns. It 
would have been obvious to have modified the methods suggested by Hagiwara et al so 
as to have included the transferring step as suggested by Voedisch in order to provide 
for the efficient transfer of resin to the regeneration columns. 

Applicant's arguments filed 7-20-09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's argument that Ito fails to specify a uniform particle size anion 
exchange resin is noted, however, Chattopadhyay clearly discloses the use of a uniform 
particle size anion exchange resin for demineralizing condensate. 

Applicant's argument that Ito et al air scrubs both the anion and cation resins is 
noted, however, instant claims use the claim language "any one of the following steps" 
and therefor fails to positively exclude air scrubbing of the anion exchange resin. 

Applicant's argument that Chattopadhyay fails to specify the combination of the 
gel-type cation resin and porous anion resin is noted, however, such a combination is 
clearly taught by Ito et al. 

Applicant's argument that Chattopadhyay fails to disclose the recited improved 
regenerated techniques is noted, however, Voedisch discloses step (ii) as explained in 
the above rejections. 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew O. Savage whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 146. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:00am-3:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571) 272-1 166. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Primary Examiner 
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